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SUMMARY 

/\  revised  Enlisted  Evaluation  Form  (EER)  to  be  used  In  rating  soldiers  in 
pay  grades  E-5  or  below,  and  a Senior  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (SEER)  to 
be  used  in  rating  soldiers  in  pay  grades  E5  through  E9,  were  developed 
•long  with  * revised  and  updated  reporting  system* 

The  primary  objectives  were  to: 

(1)  Curb  the  inflation  occurring  with  use  of  the  current  fornr; 

(2)  Provide  more  objective  and  open  ratings  of  enlisted  soldiers^ 

(3)  Improve  and  update  the  administrative  procedures  of  the  enlisted 
rating  system. 

(4)  Provide  more  complete  and  useable  Information  to  Army  personnel 
managers;  1 • 

(5)  Enable  the  supervisor  and  rated  soldier  to  communicate  with  each 
other  better  concerning  duty  performance  status  and  improvement. ^ 

Based  on  personnel  management  requirements,  findings  from  a review  of  related 
research  literature,  a study  of  the  rating  forms  currently  being  used  by  the 
other  services,  and  research  on  the  Army's  current  and  previous  rating  forms, 
two  field  trial  forms  were  developed.  These  forms  were  reviewed  and  approved 
by  the  Enlisted  Personnel  Directorate  (EPD),  Military  Personnel  Center 
(MILPERCEN),  and  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel  (DCSPER).  A field 
test  was  conducted  at  eight  major  Army  Installations,  four  headquarters 
locations,  and  four  Army  National  Guard  (ARNG)  and  Army  Reserve  (ARCOM) 
locations.  A total  of  3290  enlisted  soldiers  in  pay  grades  E3  through  E9  were 
rated  using  the  field-trial  forms.  In  addition,  structured  questionnaire 
responses  and  open-ended  comments  were  solicited  from  the  soldiers  who 
performed  the  trial  ratings  as  well  as  from  the  soldiers  who  weri  rated. 

The  rating  forms  were  revised  based  on  the  field  trial  findings.  These 
revised  forms  were  reviewed  in  the  Enlisted  Personnel  Directorate,  MILPERCEN, 
DCSPER,  and  the  US  Army  Institute  of  Administration  (USAIA).  They  were  also 
reviewed  by  members  of  a promotion  board  meeting  at  Fort  Harrison.  Final 

briefings  were  then  given  to  the  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  and  Chief  of  Staff  of  _ _ 

the  Army.  The  new  forms  were  implemented  on  1 October  1975.  - ^ -j"  kv. 

Js-The  new  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (EER)  4a  given  at  Appendix-Dr-  Senior 
Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (SEER) cat  A ppend ix~Ey  • aad  A t h e pamphlet  covering 
the  ^Preparation  of  Enlisted  Evaluation  Reports?  atAppendlx  F. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  project  reported  here  Involved  the  extensive  revision  of  the  Enlisted 
Evaluation  Report.  New  rating  forms  were  implemented  on  1 October  1975. 
Prior  to  implementation  of  the  new  forms,  a single  form  had  been  used  for 
supervisory  ratings  on  enlisted  soldiers  at  all  grade  levels.  The  new 
forms  are  an  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (EER)  for  use  in  rating  soldiers 
in  pay  grades  up  to  and  including  E-5  and  a Senior  Enlisted  Evaluation 
Report  (SEER)  for  use  in  rating  soldiers  in  pay  grades  E6  through  E9. 

This  report  describes  the  development,  field  testing,  revision,  and  imple- 
mentation of  these  new  evaluation  forms. 
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BACKGROUND 


A nay  Enlisted  Evaluation  System.  In  the  Army  Enlisted  Evaluation  System,  the 
soldier's  Evaluation  Score  is  a particularly  important  index  which  affects 
a variety  of  personnel  management  decisions  (e.g,,  promotion,  reclassification, 
retention  in  the  Army),  The  evaluation  score  usually  is  derived  from  two 
components:  a score  on  an  MOS  proficiency  test  (or  tests  if  a performance 

test  is  given)  and  a score  based  upon  ratings  by  the  soldier*  s supervisor. 

Prior  Rating  Forms.  Since  the  inception  of  the  Enlisted  Evaluation  System 
in  i.958,  the  form  used  by  supervisors  in  evaluating  soldiers  has  undergone  a 
number  of  revisions.  Table  1 lists  Army  rating  reports  by  title  and  effective 
dates. 


TABLE  1 

CHRONOLOGICAL  HISTORY  OF  ENLISTED  RATING 
FORMS  IN  THE  ENLISTED  EVALUATION  SYSTEM 


TITLE 

PERIOD  OF  USE 

COMMANDER'S  EVALUATION  REPORT 

1 Jan  59  - 31  Mar  63 

DA  Form  2166,  1 Oct  58 

COMMANDER'S  EVALUATION  REPORT 

1 Apr  63  - 31  Mar  68 

DA  Form  2166,  1 Apr  63 

ENLISTED  EFFICIENCY  PEPORT 

1 Apr  68  - 31  Dec  70 

DA  Form  2166,  1 Apr  68 

ENLISTED  EFFICIENCY  REPORT 

1 Jan  71  - 30  Sep  75 

DA  Form  2166-4,  1 Jui  70 



The  recurring  periodic  revisions  of  rating  forms  in  large  measure  represent 
attempts  to  counter  inflationary  trends  in  supervisory  ratings.  With  the 
passing  of  time  following  implementation  of  a new  rating  form,  supervisory 
ratings  show  an  upward  trend  so  pronounced  as  to  impair  their  usefulness  in 
personnel  decisions  on  soldiers,  especially  those  in  the  senior  enlisted 
grades.  Data  from  the  EER  which  was  superseded  on  1 October  1975  illustrate 
the  inflationary  trends  in  EER  scores.  The  total  possible  score  on  this 
form  was  125.  In  Table  2,  pay-grade  means  and  standard  deviations  are  shown 
for  January  1971  and  August  1974.  The  scores  show  that  inflation  at  the 
higher  pay  grades  is  very  pronounced.  This  inflation  is  indicated  by  the 
much  smaller  spread  of  scores  (standard  deviation)  for  the  E-7  through  E-9*s 
than  for  the  E-3  through  E-6  pay  grades.  A much  higher  percentage  of  the 
upper  pay  grade  soldiers  get  maximum  (125  point)  scores. 
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TABLE  2 


STATISTICAL  COMPARISON  OF  EER 
(1  Jul  1970  Form)  SCORES 


Hie  decision  to  develop  new  evaluation  forms  also  reflected  concern  about 
certain  specific  deficiencies  in  the  old  form.  These  were  as  follows: 

1.  The  numerical  value  of  the  rating  directly  reflected  the  judgment  of 
only  one  rater  - the  immediate  supervisor.  The  rating  procedure  routinely 
provided  for  a reviewer,  but  the  only  sure  means  by  which  the  reviewer  could 
affect  the  evaluation  was  by  formal  disagreement  with  the  rater.  This  was 
rarely  done  and  then  only  in  cases  of  extreme  differences  of  opinion  between 
the  rater  and  reviewer. 

2.  The  space  provided  for  comments  was  too  limited.  The  rater  was 
required  to  comment  about  the  soldier's  support  of  the  Army's  Equal 
Opportunity  Program  and,  for  soldiers  in  pay  grade  E6  and  above,  about  the 
potential  to  be  an  effective  First  Sergeant.  There  little  space  fur 
any  additional  comments. 

3.  The  characteristics  on  which  the  soldier  was  to  be  rated  were  identified 
only  by  general  and  rather  abstract  labels  and  left  great  latitude  for 
interpretation  by  the  rater. 

4.  After  the  form  was  implemented  in  1970,  a number  of  mandatory  entries 
were  added.  Two  have  been  mentioned  - the  soldier's  support  of  the  EEi  pro- 
gram and  First  Sergeant  potential.  Another  requirement  superimposed  on  the 
form,  was  that  the  soldier  sign  a statement  acknowledging  receipt  of  a copy 
of  the  completed  report.  These  changes  were  Implemented  without  modification 
of  the  form,  and  there  was  a high  incidence  of  failure  to  comply  with  require- 
ments. Many  forms  received  at  the  EEC  had  to  be  returned  to  the  point  of  origin 
for  correction. 

Inception  of  Present  Revision 

In  1972,  on  the  assumption  that  the  current  EER  (see  Appendix  A)  would  in 
a relatively  short  period  of  time  outlive  its  usefulness,  the  USAEEC  submitted 
a revision  proposal  to  the  then  Commander  of  0P0  (now  the  Army  Mil4 -ary  Pt rsoimel 
Center  - MILPERCEN). 

In  197.3,  OPO  tasked  EPD,  and  in  turn  EEC,  to  begin  work  on  a new  EER. 

Guidance 

Major  General  Berry,  then  Chief  of  0P0,  directed  that  the  EER  be  revised 
and  Issued  the  following  guidelines  for  the  development  of  a new  evaluation 
form. 

1.  Provide  for  consideration  of  the  "whole  man.  ' 

2.  Simplify  administrative  procedures. 

3.  Consider  requirements  posed  by  ADP. 
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4.  Parallel  OER  (officer  efficiency  rating)  system  to  extent 
possible. 

5.  Consider  eliminating  "efficiency"  from  the  title. 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  PRELIMINARY  VERSIONS  OF  THE  FORMS 

In  undertaking  the  project,  a work  group  was  formed  in  the  USAEEC  and 
given  major  responsibility  for  revising  the  rating  form.  An  Ad  Hoc  Committee 
also  was  established  by  the  Army  Military  Personnel  Center  (MILPERCEN)  to  etedy 
the  Enlisted  Efficiency  Rating  System  and  offer  suggestions  for  its  improve- 
ment. Various  Army  field  locations  provided  suggestions  for  rating  system 
Improvement.  To  gather  background  information  concerning  rating  form  develop- 
ment and  use,  the  Air  Force  and  Navy  Enlisted  Rating  Forms  and  the  Army  Officer 
Evaluation  Report  System  were  carefully  studied.  The  work  group  at  USAEEC 
also  carefully  reviewed  the  technical  literature  on  psychological  rating  forms 
and  examined  previous  Army  rating  systems.  To  gather  background  information 
concerning  leadership  skills,  the  work  group  examined  the  Army  Officer  Efficiency 
Report  (OER),  the  enlisted  rating  forms  used  by  the  other  military  services, 
leadership  training  materials,  and  leadership  evaluation  forms  used  by  civilian 
business  and  industry. 

A major  issue  requiring  early  resolution  was  the  question  of  a single 
form  for  all  enlisted  grades  versus  separate  junior  and  aenlor  forms.  Admin- 
istrative simplicity  argued  for  the  single  form.  However,  the  issue  was  re- 
solved in  favor  of  two  forms.  There  seemed  to  be  compelling  arguments  for  this 
option.  The  major  reasons  were: 

1.  Soldiers  in  the  senior  enlisted  grades  are  normally  in  leadership  or 
supervisory  positions,  so  their  ratings  should  logically  include  an  evaluation 
of  traits  associated  with  leadership. 

2.  Senior  enlisted  soldiers  (E6  and  above)  can  be  given  additional  status 
and  prestige  by  having  a rating  form  different  from  the  one  used  for  soldiers 
in  the  lower  grades. 

3.  Inclusion  on  a single  form  of  all  performance  traits  needed  to  evaluate 
all  pay  grades  would  probably  result  in  having  certain  traits  scored  for  soldiers 
only  in  certain  grades.  This  would  produce  a complex  scoring  procedure. 

In  developing  the  preliminary  versions  of  the  forms,  the  questions  which 
were  posed  to  the  USAEEC  work  group  tended  to  fall  sequentially  into  3 categories: 
content,  scoring,  and  format. 

In  terms  of  rating  content,  the  problem  was  that  of  identifying  the  traits 
or  characteristics  to  be  included  on  the  rating  form(s)  and  phrasing  descriptions 
at  levels  of  specificity.  The  EER  (DA  Form  2166-4,  1 Jul  70)  previously  con- 
tained two  major  rating  blocks  entitled  (1)  Characteristics  and  (2)  Advancement 
Potential  (see  Appendix  A).  The  Characteristics  block  had  six  separate  traits 
for  rating.  Oue  trait  waa  titled  Duty  Performance.  This  in  reality  was  an 
overall  performance  or  summarization  type  of  rating  covering  the  other  five 
characteristics.  To  comply  with  the  guideline  for  adopting  the  "whole  man" 
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concept  in  performance  rating,  the  work  group  decided  to  enter  overall 
performance  as  a separate  rating  block  on  the  field  trial  form.  This  block 
was  titled  "Demonstrated  Overall  Performance  in  Present  Duty  Position". 

T1  erefore,  three  major  rating  blocks  appeared  on  the  field  trial  forms: 

1.  Job  Performance  Traits 

2.  Demonstrated  Overall  Performance  in  Present  Duty  Position 

3.  Advancement  Potential 

The  preliminary  listing  of  the  ten  Job  Performance  Traits  for  the  Enlisted 
Evaluation  Report  (EER  - El  through  E6  - see  Appendix  B)  was  developed  in  the 
following  manner: 

1.  Soldiers  at  various  Army  field  installations  were  asked  to  provide 
information  on  performance  characteristics  which  they  believed  to  be  important 
in  identifying  above-average  soldiers.  The  instructions  to  the  soldiers  and 
sample  statements  given  by  a soldier  are  shown  in  Figure  1. 

2.  Prom  the  comment  sheets  (as  shown  in  Figure  i),  a list  of  statements 
was  prepared  showing  how  soldiers  describe  "above  average"  performance  of  their 
peers.  These  statements  are  listed  in  Table  3 in  order  of  frequency  of  being 
mentioned . 

3.  The  statements  given  in  Table  3,  the  previous  EER  forms  and  research 
reports,  and  the  rating  forms  developed  by  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  were 
used  to  develop  a list  of  key  words  which  identify  and  label  traits  hypo- 
thesized as  important  to  duty  performance  (see  Table  4). 

4.  Performance  statements  were  selected  from  Table  3 to  best  fit  each 
key  word  listed  in  Table  4.  Table  5 gives  this  matching  of  key  words  and 
performance  statements. 

5.  Groups  of  soldiers  and  a group  of  USAEEC  psychologists  were  asked 
to  rank  order  the  performance  statements  for  each  key  word  shown  in  Table 
5.  The  highest  ranked  statement  for  each  key  word  (by  separate  rating 
groups)  is  given  in  Table  6. 

6.  The  data  given  in  Table  6 were  used  as  the  base  for  developing  the 
Job  performance  Traits  used  on  the  field  trial  version  of  the  EER  (see 
Appendix  B (1)) . 

7.  Table  7 gives  the  listing  of  the  Duty  Performance  Traits  as  they 
appear  on  the  final  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (EER)  form  for  comparison 
with  the  initial  listing  given  in  Table  6. 


FIGURE  1 


SPECIMEN  M03  PERFORMANCE  COMMENTS  SHEET 


1. 

FMOS  11R4H  Name  BOST  JESSIE L. 

(Print  last  nane  first) 

SSAN  444-46-0014  Grade  SSG  E6  Time  In  PMOS  (months)  93  months 


2.  a.  List  below  In  short  phrases  or  sentences  In  your  own  words  the  most 
outstanding  things  an  "above  average"  soldier  does  in  performing  the  duties 
required  for  your  PMOS.  These  can  be  personal  characteristics  (for  example, 
"does  not  waste  time")  or  R40S  technical  characteristics  (for  example ("makes 
mechanical  adjustments  to  the  antenna  without  error"),  or  both  types  of 
characteristics. 

* Look  for  work  to  be  done. 

Doesn't  need  to  be  superlored  all  the  time. 

Doesn't  complain  about  work. 

Help  other  people  slow  at  learning. 

Take  care  of  personnel  equipment. 


b.  List  below  in  short  phrases  or  sentences  in  your  own  words  the  most 
frequent  things  a "below  average"  or  poor  performing  soldier  does  in  per- 
forming the  duties  required  for  your  PMOS.  These  can  be  personal  character- 
istics (for  example,  "aims  just  to  'get  by'")  or  PL'OS  technical  characteristics 
(for  example,  "usually  has  arithmetic  errors  on  his  supply  requisitions"), 
or  both  types  of  characteristics. 

* Want  obey  orders.  Hard  to  get  along  with.  Might  take  drug.  Want  maintain 
military  bearing. 

3.  List  below  in  short  phrases  or  sentences  in  your  own  words  the  most 
Important  things  an  "above  average"  soldier  does  or  believes  which  indicate 
that  he  is  an  all-around  "good  soldier"  (for  example,  "has  excellent  attitude 
about  the  Army  as  a career"). 

Maintain  Military  Bearing  "Hair  Cut"  "Boots  Shined"  "ETC" 

Doe  work  properly  and  doesn't  complain. 


i 


♦Comments  by  the  soldier  were  typed  as  written. 
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Good  attitude  toward  people 
Takes  (accept*)  responsibility 
Seeks  opportunity  to  better  himself 
Makes  good  use  of  his  time 
Takes  an  interest  in  his  work 
Excellent  attitude  toward  the  Army 
Looks  for  improvement  in  his  job 
Sets  high  standards  for  himself 
Knows  what  he  is  talking  about 
Is  at  proper  place  on  time 
Always  trying  to  be  helpful 
Need  not  be  told  what  to  do 
Does  more  than  expected  of  him 
Takes  pride  in  his  work 
Takes  orders  easily 

Takes  time  to  make  work  correct  the  first  time 
Performs  his  work  fast  out  with  few  errors 
Keeps  himself  looking  like  a soldier 
Always  alert 
Enjoys  his  work 

Does  the  best  he  can  all  the  time 

Asks  questions  and  reads  to  find  out  answers 


TABLE  3 CONTINUED: 


r 

i 

5 

/ 

i 

i 


Does  not  complain  about  his  work 
Neat  and  orderly  in  his  work  area 
i Is  trying  to  learn 

Does  job  whether  he  likes  it  or  not 
Works  for  higher  goal 
Aids  co-workers  in  their  job 
Puts  high  importance  on  safety 
Maintains  a good  general  attitude 
Always  busy  at  something 

Can  foresee  problems  ahead  and  work  them  out 
Not  afraid  to  make  decisions 
Knows  how  to  organize  his  work 
Makes  quick  and  sound  decisions 


TABLE  4 

KEY  WORDS  FOR  JOB  PERFORMANCE  TRAITS 


1. 

Cooperativeness 

6. 

Initiative 

2. 

Reliability 

7. 

Job  Knowledge 

3. 

Drive 

8. 

Conduct 

4 

Appl ication 

9. 

Bearing 

5. 

Development 

10. 

Physical  Condition 

i 


TM  39 


10 


.CTRSggjga; 


TABLE  5 


PHRASES  DF3CRIBING  JOB  PERFORMANCE  TRAITS 
COOPERATIVES ESS 

(ability  to  operate  jointly  with  others) 

Is  he  juccessful  in  working  with  others? 

Docs  ho  take  orders  easily? 

Does  he  get  along  well  with  his  fellow  soldiers? 

Does  he  help  others  to  learn  and  do  their  jobs? 

Does  he  fit  in  well  with  the  group  both  during  duty  and  off-duty 
hours? 

Does  he  receive  and  carry  out  orders  willingly? 

RELIABILITY 

(dependability  in  performing  without  supervision) 

Can  be  be  relied  upon  to  stick  to  the  job? 

Can  he  be  relied  upon  to  carry  out  actions  over 
obstacles  that  would  stop  the  average  it -n  of  his 
grade  and  MOS  ? 

Does  he  do  the  best  he  can  all  the  time? 

Must  he  be  told  what  to  do  beyond  normal  amount  of 
supervision  or  lirection  pivinr? 

Does  he  carry  out  his  orders  ti  oroughly  without 
constant  supervision? 


TABLE  5 (continued) 


DRIVE 

(energy  devoted  to  job  mastery) 

Does  he  work  energetically? 

Does  he  show  interest  and  enthusiasm  for  his  job? 

Does  he  put  a lot  of  effort  into  his  job? 

Is  he  usually  busy  at  something  related  to  his  job? 

APPLICATION 
(willingness  to  work) 

Does  he  accept  and  volunteer  for  extra  work? 

Does  he  devote  full  time  and  attention  to  his  job  and 
improvement  of  the  work  of  his  group? 

Does  he  do  more  than  is  expected  of  him? 

Does  he  put  a little  extra  into  his  job? 

Does  he  get  right  down  to  work  - - easily  started? 

DEVELOPMENT 

(effort  directed  toward  realization  of  potential) 

Does  he  show  potential  for  rapid  development? 

Does  he  seek  out  opportunities  to  better  himself? 

Does  he  look  for  improvement  in  his  job? 

Does  he  study  on  his  own  time? 

Is  he  trying  to  get  ahead  in  the  Army? 

Does  he  cn  his  own  initiative  ask  questions  and  read  to 
find  out  answers? 

Is  he  willing  to  learn  new  techniques? 

Does  he  have  a higher  job  goal  and  work  for  it? 
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TABLE  5 (continued) 

INITIATIVE 

(aggressive  pursuit  of  methods  to  improve  job  performance) 

Does  he  suggest  better  ways  of  doing  jobs? 

Is  he  alert  to  opportunities  to  improve  his  work? 

Does  he  display  ability  to  initiate  action  without 
direction  ft  or.  of;hs-'*r? 

Can  he  fores"'  *ohWj  ahead  and  work  them  out? 

Does  he  on  his  own  initiative  promote  acceptable 
new  ideas? 

JOB  KNOWLEDGE 

(breadth  of  knowledge  about  his  job) 

Is  he  well  informed  on  all  phases  of  his  work? 

Does  he  know  both  the  routine  and  the  non-routine 
parts  of  his  job? 

Does  he  know  all  aspects  of  his  job? 

Can  he  handle  most  job  problems  without  outside  help? 

Does  he  have  satisfactory  knowledge  about  all  his 
assigned  tasks? 

CONDUCT 

(management  of  personal  affairs  and  behavior) 

Is  his  personal  behavior  a credit  to  the  Army 

Does  he  conduct  himself  well  and  manage  his  personal  affairs 
with  full  capability? 

Does  he  show  behavior  becoming  of  a soldier,  have  good 
management  of  his  personal  affairs,  and  meet  his  financial 
obligations? 

Does  his  personal  behavior  set  a good  example  for  others? 

Is  his  personal  behavior  such  that  he  is  respected  by  his 
fellow  workers? 

Does  he  show  all-around  personal  honesty, moral  soundness, 
and  uprightness? 

13 


TABLE  5 (continued) 


BEARING 

(posture,  neatness  of  dress  and  appearance) 

Is  he  correct  and  adequate  in  his  dress  and  bearing? 

Does  he  conform  in  appearance  to  the  traditions  of  the 
military  service? 

Is  he  usually  neat  in  appearance  and  military  in  bearing? 

Does  he  set  high  standards  for  himself  in  dress  and  appearance? 

Does  he  keep  himself  looking  like  a soldier? 

Does  he  take  pride  in  his  neatness  of  dress  and  appearance? 

PHYSICAL  CONDITION 

(physical  capacity  to  carry  out  required  military  duties) 

Is  he  physically  fit  to  perform  duties  required  of  his  HOS? 

(Ignore  temporary  medical  limitations  due  to  recent  Illness  or 
accidents) 

Does  he  put  forth  effort  to  attain  and/or  retain  physical 
fitness  required  of  his  NOS  ? 

Does  he  actively  work  at  maintaining  himself  in  good  physical 
condition? 

Does  he  have  any  physical  limitations  which  would  Interfere 
with  current  MOS  or  future  proaiotlons? 


I 

K 

p 

! 
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JOB  PERFORMANCE  TRAIT  RANK INC  BATA 


TABLE  7 


t 


! 


I 


i 


KEY  WORD  SYMBOLS  AND  NARRATIVE  TRAIT  DEFINITIONS 
ON  FINAL  APPROVED  EER  FORM  (see  Appendix  D) 


JOB  KNOWLEDGE 
RELIABILITY 


DRIVE 


1.  Is  well  Informed  on  all  phases  of  assigned 
duCies.  (Scope  of  knowledge  about  duties) 

2.  Carries  out  orders  without  constant  super- 
vision. (Dependability  in  performing 
without  supervision) 

3.  Shows  interest  and  enthusiasm  for  duties. 
(Attitude  toward  duties) 


LEADERSHIP 


4.  Demonstrates  qualities  of  leadership. 
(Exerts  positive  influence  on  others) 


DEVELOPMENT 

INITIATIVE 

COOPERATIVENESS 

CONDUCT 

BEARING 

PHYSIC  POND IT  ION 


5.  Seeks  out  opportunities  for  self  improvement. 
(Effort  directed  toward  realization  of 
potential) 

6.  Displays  ability  to  initiate  action  without 
direction  from  others.  (Aggressive 

pursuit  of  methods  to  improve  duty  performance) 

7.  Is  successful  in  working  with  others. 

(Ability  to  wotk  in  harmony  with  others) 

8.  Personal  behavior  sets  a good  example  for 
others.  (High  standards  of  personal  conduct) 

9.  Takes  pride  in  dress  and  appearance. 

(Neat  and  military  in  bearing) 

10.  Is  physically  fit,  as  required,  for  MOS/graHe 
during  combat.  (Physical  condition) 


f 


4 

t 

t 
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For  fch«  preliminary  form  of  the  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (Junior  Form) 
the  rating  category  of  "Demonstrated  Overall  Performance  In  Present  Duty 
Position"  was  entered  to  serve  as  a global  evaluation  of  overall  performance 
aftsr  the  rater  and  indorser  had  evaluated  the  r.o Idler  on  the  ten  separate 
Job  Performance  Trait.*.  The  r- ting  category  of  "Advancement  Potential" 
was  retained  to  serve  as  an  evaluation  of  the  soldier's  potential  to  pro- 
gress to  duties  and  responsibilities  above  his  present  assignment.  This  was 
considered  to  be  an  important  aspect  of  the  "whole  man"  concept. 

There  was  no  previous  Army  rating  form  designed  specifically  for  senior 
enlisted  soldiers.  Therefore,  the  major  rating  blocks  and  separate  qualities 
and  skills  within  the  blocks  were  derived  from  Insights  and  suggestions  ob- 
tained from  studying  rating  forms  used  by  other  military  services  and  civilian 
industry,  plus  a study  of  leadership  training  and  evaluation  literature.  The 
major  rating  blocks  for  the  field  trial  Senior  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report 
(SEER)  form  were  (see  Appendix  C (1)): 

1.  Performance  Qualities 

2.  Performance  of  Personnel  Supervised 

3.  Leadership  Skills 

A.  Mission  Accomplishment 

5.  Advancement  Potential 

Seven  separate  Performance  Qualities  were  selected  as  being  most  important 
and  most  representative  of  general  performance  for  senior  enlisted  soldiers. 
These  separate  qualities  are  (see  Appendix  C (1)): 

1.  Judgment 

2.  Initiative 

.*■ . Endui  ance 

A.  Appearance 

5.  Personal  Conduct 

6.  Responsibility 

7.  Integrity 

Hext,  it  was  hypothesized  that  the  performance  of  a soldier  in  a super- 
visory position  would  be  reflected  in  the  performance  of  the  soldiers  super- 
vised. Therefore,  an  unscored  bl  'k  was  entered  on  the  form  titled  "Performance 
of  Personnel  Supervised"  (see  Appendix  C (1)).  This  block  was  left  unscored 
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because  it  was  aasumed  that  the  Influence  of  a supervisor  is  contaminated  with 
many  other  influences,  but  that  the  block  gave  Information  for  counseling 
purposes. 

The  Leadership  Skills  block  was  a major  addition  not  included  on  the 
previous  EER.  The  seven  separate  skills  to  be  rated  were  selected  by  making 
a thorough  study  of  the  resource  tutorials  previously  mentioned,  The  seven 
skills  entered  in  this  block  were  (see  Appendix  C (1)). 

1.  Communications 

2.  Counseling 

3.  Training 

4.  Relations  with  Subordinates 

5.  Peer  Relations 

6.  Relations  with  Superiors 

7.  Decision  Ability 


"Mission  Accomplishment"  (see  Appendix  C (1))  was  entered  on  the  preliminary 
SEER  form  in  an  attempt  to  have  it  reflect  supervisory  performance.  Everyone 
recognises  this  as  the  ultimate  outcome  of  supervisory  performance,  but  rater 
reaction  and  ability  to  rate  the  factor  accurately  would  determine  whether  it 
stayed  on  the  final  rating  form. 

The  block  titled  "Advancement  Potential"  (see  Appendix  C (1»  is  the 
counterpart  of  the  one  on  the  EER.  Advancement  potential  is  an  important 
aspect  of  the  "whole  man"  concept,  and  allows  the  rater  to  project  future 
performance  based  upon  present  and  past  performance. 

SCORING: 
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Table  8 gives  the  results  of  the  percentage  assignment  of  points  by  these 
130  enlisted  soldiers  to  the  three  major  rating  categories  shown  above. 

The  right-hand  columns  titled  "Allotted  Percentages"  and  "Allotted  Scoring 
Points"  show  the  average  percentage  figures  rounded  and  the  number  of  points 
each  rounded  percentage  is  of  the  125  total  scoring  points.  This  weight 
assignment  was  done  without  particular  reference  to  either  the  EER  or  the 
SEER.  For  the  ten  Job  Performance  Traits  on  the  EER,  the  50  score  points 
were  distributed  equally  to  the  traits  (see  Appendix  B (1)).  The  other  two 
rating  blocks  each  had  a single  rating  scale  covering  the  total  number  of 
score  points  (see  Appendix  B (1)). 

No  attempt  was  made  to  assign  differential  weights  to  the  ten  Job 
Performance  Traits  of  the  EER  since  that  would  require  empirical  data  obtained 
from  an  outside  criterion  of  job  performance.  Also,  It  is  likely  that 
different  MOSs,  or  at  least  common-core  groups  of  MOSs,  would  require  different 
weights  dependent  upon  their  variable.  Inherent  duties  and  tasks. 

In  assigning  number  of  score  points  to  the  SEER  major  rating  categories, 
the  percentage  values  used  for  the  EER  were  used  as  a rough  guide.  The  final 
version  of  the  SEER  (see  Appendix  E)  shows  approximately  the  same  distribution 
of  points  to  major  rating  categories  if  "Performance  Qualities"  and  "leader- 
ship Skills"  are  combined  and  considered  to  be  the  counterpart  of  "Duty 
Performance  Traits"  on  the  EER. 

FORMAT: 

Significant  aspects  of  the  toraat  of  the  field  trial  forms  were: 

1.  Each  form  was  laid  out  to  be  a»  efficient  as  possible  for  computer 
(OPS CAN)  scoring  and  for  ease  cc  following  and  use  by  the  raters  using  the 
form,  (see  Appendices  B and  C). 

2.  Each  form  was  prepared  ;:s  a multiple-copy  (original  and  four  carbons), 
carbon-inserted  form.  Appendices  B (l),  (2)  and  C (1),  (2)  show  vhat  was  a 
fold-out  sheet  for  each  of  the  forms.  The  top  sheet  (amchlne  scorable)  for 
each  form  included  only  the  ratee's  personal  data  and  the  actual  rating 
(scoring)  portions  (Part  I and  II)  of  the  report  (see  Appendices  B (1)  and  C 

(U). 


3.  The  Personal  Data  (Par*.  I)  portion  of  aach  fora  was  designed  for 
efficient  administrative  processing  and  to  be  compatible  with  Army  Standard 
Installation/Division  Personnel  System  (SIDPERS)  requirements  (see  Appendices 
B (1)  and  C (1)). 

4.  Part  II,  Ratings,  for  each  of  the  forms  was  designed  to  provide 
scoring  blocks  for  both  a rater  and  an  Indorser  (see  Appendices  B (1)  anti  C (1)). 
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5.  Each  of  the  fold-out  portions  of  the  forms  was  designed  to  provide 
adequate  space  or  the  rater  and  indorser  to  enter  comments  concerning 
Career  Development,  each  major  rating  category  of  Pert  I,  and  Contribution 
to  the  Army  Equal  Opportunity  Program  (see  Appendices  B (2)  and  C (2). 

6.  Each  of  the  fold-out  portions  of  the  forms  was  designed  to  provide 
space  for  rater,  indorser,  reviewer,  and  rated  soldier  authentication  (see 
Appendices  B (2)  and  C (2)). 


ADVANCEMENT  POTENT LAL 


FIELD  TRIAL 


Field  Trial  Procedure 


The  two  field  trial  forms  (see  Appendices  B and  C),  with  accompanying 
questionnaires,  were  administered  at  eight  major  Army  installations,  two 
headquarters  locations,  and  several  National  Guard  and  Army  Reserve  locations 
in  Indiana  and  Ohio  as  shown  in  Table  9. 

A sampling  procedure  was  developed  to  provide  a representative  sample 
across  pay  grades  and  MQS  codes.  With  an  approximate  percentage  as  a guide, 
the  distribution  Army-wide  of  soldiers  by  pay  grade  sampling  plan  given  in 
Table  10  was  developed.  Soldiers  rated  were  to  be  spread  among  all  major 
units  on  the  installation.  Twenty-five  E6s  on  each  installation  were  to  be 
rated  on  both  the  EER  and  SEER.  (Rating  of  E6s  on  both  forms  was  needed  to 
help  in  determining  which  form  was  most  appropriate  for  e6s).  At  least  20 
soldiers  at  e*ch  large  installation  were  to  have  ratings  checked  by  a 
reviewer. 

An  installation  action  officer  was  appointed  for  each  installation  and 
headquarters  location  listed  in  Table  9.  These  action  officers  visited  the 
USAEEC  for  a briefing  on  the  field  trial  procedures.  Table  11  gives  a 
listing  of  the  administration  materials  which  were  prepared  for  the  action 
officers  and  their  associated  field  trial  personnel.  Because  of  the  vol- 
uminous nature  of  these  administrative  materials,  they  are  not  included  in 
this  report. 

Four  civilian  Research  Psychologists  and  two  field  grade  officers  from 
the  USAEEC  visited  selected  installations  while  the  field  trial  was  in  pro- 
gress to  make  on-the-spot  observations  and  to  answer  questions  concerning 
the  field  trial  instructions  and  guidelines. 

Since  the  second  copy  of  the  multiple-copy  field  trial  form  was 
designated  for  the  soldier's  Official  Military  Personnel  File  Copy,  a 
sample  of  25  completed  field  trial  forms  (copy  2)  was  sent  to  the  Enlisted 
Records  Center  for  evaluation. 

The  third  copy  of  the  multiple-copy  field  trial  forms  was  designed  for 
the  soldier's  Career  Branch  File.  Therefore,  a sample  of  25  completed  field 
trial  forms  (copy  3)  was  sent  to  the  Enlisted  Personnel  Directorate  (EPD) 
for  evaluation. 
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TABLE  9 

FIELD  TRIAL  LOCATIONS 


IRA  DOC 

INS  TAT  IATION5 

Ft  Bliss 
Ft  Gordon 
Ft  Knox 
"t  Loo 


:•  OKS  COM 
INSTALLATIONS 

Ft  Bragg 
Ft  Hood 
Ft  L( vis 

; S • ’ H-  >r. 


HEADQUARTERS 

LOCATIONS 


Ft  Monroe 

TRADOC  • 

- DCS PER 

Ft  Leavenworth 

CACDC 

Ft  Slioridan 

USAREC 

Ft  McPherson 

FORSCOM 

ARNG 

Ind iana 

& Ohio 

ARCOM 

Indiana 

& Ohio 

i 


I 
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TABLE  10 
SAMPLING  PLAN 


I 


I 


1.  Number  of  soldiers  to  be  rated. 

500  from  each  TRADOC  andFORSCOM  Installation 
2 from  each  Headquarters  location 
2 from  each  ARNG  and  ARCOM  location 

2.  The  distribution  of  rating  at  each  TRADOC  and  FORSCOM 
installation  was  to  be  as  follows: 


E3 

25 

E4 

75 

• 

E5 

175 

E6 

150 

E7 

75 

E8 

As  many  as 

possible 

E9 

As  many  as 

possible 
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TABLE  11 


LISTING  OF  ADMINISTRATION  MATERIALS 


Field  Trial  Flowchart 


eld  Trial  Materials  Distribution 
Checklist 


general  Instructions  for  Installation 
Action  Officer 


General  Instructions  for  Military 
Personnel  Officers 


General  Instructions  for  the  Rater 
Indorser,  & Reviewer 


Manual  for  Preparation  & Administration 
of  the  EnHsted^EvaluationJRegor^ 

for  Preparation  & Administration 
of  the  Senior  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report 


8? Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (EER' 


. Senior  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report  (SEER 


II.  SEER  Questionnaire  (1974  Field  Trial) 
For  Completion  by  Each  Rater  & Indorser 


III.  EER/SEER  Questionnaire  (1974  Field 
Trial)  For  Completion  by  Each  Rated  Soldiei 


IV.  EER/SEER  Questionnaire  (1974  Field 
Trial)  For  Completion  by  Each  Reviewer 


V.  EER/SEER  Questionnaire  (1974  Field 
Trial)  For  Completion  by  Each  Military 
Personnel  Officer  (MILPO) 


I 


Field  Trial  Results 

The  numbers  of  completed  forms,  questionnaires,  and  comment  sheets 
returned  are  shown  in  Table  12. 

Table  13  shows  the  number  of  EER  and  SEER  forms  which  were  computer 
processed  for  data  analysis.  Two  percent  of  the  EER  and  eight  percent  of 
the  SEER  forms  were  unusable  for  various  reasons  (e.g.,  missing  data  and 
improperly  completed  forms).  Table  13  also  shows  the  distribution  by  pay 
grade  of  soldiers  who  were  rated  in  the  Field  trial*  There  was  a good 
distribution  acioss  PMOS  codes  and  Test  Control  Officer  locations. 

Eight-hundred  and  two  (33%)  of  the  EER  forms  had  differences  between 
the  encoded  score  and  the  computer  calculated  score.  Nearly  all  of  the 
differences  were  due  to  the  rounding  procedure  used  for  the  final  score. 
Two-hundred  nineteen  (31%)  of  the  SEER  forms  had  score  differences  for  the 
same  reason. 

Table  14  gives  percentages  of  EER  and  SEER  forms  that  had  various 
types  of  errors  on  the  top  (OPSCAN)  sheet  of  the  field  trial  forms.  These 
are  administrative  errors  which  were  very  likely  due,  in  part,  to  the 
experimental  setting  under  which  the  forms  were  completed.  Various 
adjustments  to  the  forms,  improved  administrative  instructions,  and  more 
serious  effort  by  the  raters  under  actual  operational  conditions  should 
greatly  reduce  these  errors. 

Table  15  gives  the  percentages  of  ratings,  by  the  rater  and  indorser, 
that  were  based  on  the  various  degrees  of  contact  with  the  soldiers  being 
rated.  As  expected,  the  rater,  being  the  first  level  supervisor,  had  the 
most  direct  contact  with  the  soldiers  being  rated.  The  pattern  of  contact 
was  about  the  same  for  the  ratings  on  the  EER  and  those  on  the  SEER. 

Both  of  the  field  trial  forms  had  a block  titled  “Indorser  Has  Not 
Observed  and  Cannot  Rate  Soldier."  On  the  EER,  only  2%  of  the  indorsers 
said  they  could  not  rate  the  soldier.  The  SEER  showed  6.4%  for  this  same 
item.  These  data  indicated  that  the  established  rating  plena  used  by  the 
field  trial  locations  did  identify  a very  high  percentage  of  indorsers  as 
being  close  enough  to  the  rated  soldiers  to  know  how  they  were  performing. 

Table  16  gives  the  average  rating  scores  by  pay  grades  for  the  previous 
EER  (DA  Form  2166-4,  1970)  as  of  31  August  1974.  Also  given  are  the  average 
rating  scores  for  the  field  trial  forms.  All  of  the  field  trial  scores  were 
significantly  lower  (.01  significance  level)  than  the  ^etching  pay  grade  scores 
for  31  August  1974.  For  the  135  E6  soldiers  who  were  rated  on  both  the  EER 
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COMPLETED  FIELD  TRIAL  MATERIALS  RETURNED 


i 
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TABLE  14 

PERCENTAGE  OF  EER/SEER  FORMS 
WITH  ERRORS  ON  TOP  CO PS CAN)  SHEET 


LOCATION  AND  TYPE 

F.ER  (N  = 2359) 

SEER  (N  = 530!) 

OF  F. -ROR 

7.  of  Forms  with  Error 

Part  I,  Block  !i 

Authorized  pay  grade 
not  entered 

14.0 

9.8 

Part  I,  Block  C 

Not  blacked  in  at 
all  or  not  well 

2.5 

3.4 

Bottom  of  Top  Sheet 

MPO  did  not  sign 

15.3 

23.4 

► 1 

Part  I,  Block  M 

< 

Month  and  year  numerals 
at  left  of  Opscan  area 
not  filled  in 

53.2 

13.8 

Part  I,  Block  R 

Not  filled  out  at  all 

15.1 

17. 4 

Part  II,  Scoring  Blocks 

J 

if 

Arithmetic  errors 

8.5 

5.8 

■J 

4 

t > 

: i 

■ f 
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TABLE  15 

DEGREE  OF  SOLDIER  CONTACT  ON  WHICH 
RATINGS  WERE  BASED  - EER  & SEER 


DEGREE 

OF 

CONTACT 


PER  CENT  OF  RATINGS  ON  EER  I PER  CENT  OF  RATINGS  ON  SEER 


RATER 


INDORSER 


RATER 


INDORSER 


DAILY 

CONTACT 


91.27 


62.57 


92.86 


57.16 


FREQUENT 

OBSERVATION 


4.42 


27.56 


5.32 


31.04 


INFREQUENT 

OBSERVATION 


1.50 


4.79 


.42 


4.78 


REPORTS  - 
RECORDS 


.20 


.71 


.14 


.90 


NO  CHOICE 


2.60 


4.37 


1.26 


6.12 


and  the  SEER,  there  was  a correlation  of  .88  between  the  two  sets  of  scores. 
The  SEER  scores  for  this  group  of  E6's  were  significantly  lower  (.01 
significance  level)  than  the  EER  scores.  One-hundred  thirteen  of  the  one- 
hundred  thirty-five  soldiers  rated  on  both  forms  were  rated  lower  on  the 
SEER  than  on  the  EER.  These  results  suggest  some  reduction  in  inflation 
which  has  been  evident  in  EER  scores. 

The  field  trial  rating  score  and  the  most  recent  EER  score  for  each 
soldier  were  matched  wherever  possible.  These  mean  field  trial  scores 
also  were  significantly  lower  (,01  significance  level)  for  each  pay 
grade. 

The  differences  in  total  mean  scores,  for  the  raters  and  indorsers  for 
each  pay  grade,  were  tested  for  statistical  significance.  Only  pay  grade 
E5  showed  a statistically  significant  difference  (.05  level  of  confidence). 

Table  17  through  19  reflect  data  on  how  the  EER  performed  on  the  ten 
separate  duty  performance  traits,  on  Demonstrated  Overall  Performance,  and 
on  Advancement  Potential. 

Table  17  provides  a comparison  of  the  variances  for  the  Duty  Performance 
Traits  on  the  field  trial  EER.  The  variances  decrease  consistently  for  each 
trait  when  going  from  E3  to  E6  ratings. 

Table  18  presents  a comparison  of  the  means  and  standard  deviations  of  the 

rating  scores,  by  pay  grade,  for  the  raters  and  indorsers  on  Demonstrated 

Overall  Performance  (EER).  The  means  increase  and  the  standard  deviations 
decrease  with  increase  in  pay  grade.  The  mean  scores  for  the  indorsers  were 
lower  for  each  pay  grade.  For  the  E3  and  E4  pay  grades,  there  is  no 

significant  difference  between  the  raters  and  indorsers;  for  the  E5  and  e6 

pay  grades,  they  do  differ  at  the. 05  level  of  significance.  The  means  for 
pay  grade  E3  fell  within  the  shaded,  average  scale-gradation  block  of  the 
rating  form.  The  means  for  pay  grades  E4  through  E6  fell  in  the  bottom  half 
of  the  "Superior  to  Most"  gradation  block  immediately  above  the  average 
gradation  block  of  the  rating  form. 

Table  19  gives  a comparison  of  the  means  and  standard  deviations  of  the 
rating  scores,  by  pay  grade,  for  the  raters  and  indorsers  on  Advancement 

Potential  (EER).  Again,  the  means  increase  and  the  standard  deviations 

decrease  with  increase  in  pay  grade.  The  mean  scores  for  the  indorsers  were 
lower  for  each  pay  grade.  For  the  E3  and  E4  pay  grades,  there  is  no  sign- 
ificant difference  between  the  raters  and  indorsers;  for  the  E5  pay  grade, 

there  is  difference  at  the  .05  significance  level;  and  at  the  E6  pay  grade, 
there  is  difference  at  the  .01  significance  level.  The  means  for  pay  grade 
E3  fell  within  the  shaded,  average  scale  gradation  block  of  the  rating  form. 
The  means  for  pay  grades  E4  through  E6  fell  in  the  bottom  half  of  the  "Promote 
Ahead  of  Peers"  gradation  block  ionedlately  above  the  average  gradation  block 
of  the  rating  form. 
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05  significance  level 


TABLE  19 


significant  at  .05  level 
significant  at  .01  level 


Tables  20  through  23  give  data  on  hcnr  the  SEER  perforated  on  the  seven 
Performance  Qualities,  the  seven  Leadership  Skills,  Mission  Accomplishment, 
and  Advancement  Potential. 

Table  20  gives  a comparison  of  variances  for  the  seven  Performance 
Qualities  on  the  field  trial  SEER.  An  examination  of  the  data  in  Table  20 
reveals  Chat,  in  general,  the  variances  decrease  as  ratings  progress  from  E6 
through  E9  pay  grades.  The  variances  across  Performance  Qualities  within 
single  pay  grades  are  consistent  and  rather  close  for  pay  grades  E6  and  E7. 
For  pay  grades  E8  and  E9  there  la  a greater  range  of  variances  across  the 
seven  Performance  Qualities.  These  lower  variances  indicate  that  for  E8 
and  E9's  either  the  ratings  are  doing  a poorer  job  of  differentiating  job- 
performance  behavior  or  there  is  less  variation  in  performance  at  these 
two  pay-grade  levels. 

Table  21  gives  a comparison  of  the  variances  for  the  Leadership  Skills 
on  the  field  trial  SEER.  The  results  are  very  similar  to  those  given  in 
Table  20  for  the  seven  Performance  Qualities.  Less  differentiation  in 
certain  Leadership  Skills  is  evident  at  the  E8  and  E9  pay  grades  than  for 
the  E6  and  E7  pay  grades. 

Table  22  shows  the  swans  and  standard  deviations  for  the  raters  and 
Indorsers  by  pay  grades,  for  Mission  Accomplishment  (SEER).  There  is  an 
increase  in  means  and  a decrease  in  standard  deviations  going  from  E6  to 
E8.  There  Is  little  difference  between  E8  and  E9  in  these  two  statistics. 
There  is  no  statistically  significant  difference  between  raters  and  indorsers 
at  any  pay  grade.  Each  pay  grade  shows  negative  skewness  of  rating  scores. 
All  of  the  mean  scores  were  in  the  "Superior  to  Moat"  rating  scale  gradation 
immediately  above  the  shaded,  average  scale  block  of  the  rating  form. 

Table  23  shown  the  means  and  standard  deviations  for  the  raters  and 
indorsers,  pay  grade,  for  Advancement  Potential  (SEER).  There  is  an 
Increase  1-  . ;ans  and  a decrease  in  standard  deviations  going  from  E6  to 
E9.  There  a statistically  significant  difference  (.05  significance 
level)  between  raters  and  Indorsers  at  the  E7  pay  grade.  The  other  pay 
grades  show  no  statistically  significant  difference  between  the  ratings 
for  the  two  groups.  Each  pay  grade  shows  negative  skewness  of  rating 
scores.  All  of  the  mean  scores  were  in  the  "Promote  Ahead  of  Peers"  rating 
scale  gradation  immediately  above  the  shaded,  average  scale  block  of  the 
rating  form. 

Table  24  shows  a summary  of  the  statistical  differences  between  the  rater 
and  Indorser  ratings  on  the  EER,  These  data  indicate  that  the  raters  and 
Indorsers  did  not  differ  significantly  when  rating  the  E3  and  E4  soldiers 
but  they  did  differ  significantly  when  rating  the  E5  soldiers  and  were  close 
to  the  .05  level  for  E6  soldiers.  The  .01  significance  level  for  the  overall 
EER  score  covering  all  pay  grades  is  due  to  the  bulk  of  the  ratings  for  the 
E5  and  E6  soldiers  and  the  large  number  of  soldiers  (N)  in  the  total  sample. 
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COMPARISON  OP  VARIANCES  FOR  PERFORMANCE 
ALITIES  ON  THE  FIELD  TRIAL  SEER  CRATERS  ONLY 


Responsibility 


TABLE  21 

COMPARISON  OF  VARIANCES  FOR  LEADERSHIP 
SKILLS  ON  THE  FIELD  TRIAL  SEER  (RATERS  ONLY) 


Decision  ability 


Overall  EER 


E3 

No 

E4 

No 

E5 

.05 

F.6 

No  (Near  .05) 

Total 

.01 

Each  of  10  "Job  Performance  Traits" 
by  pay  grade 

none 

Demonstrated  Overall  Performance 

E3 

No 

E4 

No 

E5 

.05 

E6 

.05 

Advancement  Potential 


Table  25  shows  a summary  of  Che  statistical  differences  between  the 
rater  and  indorser  ratings  on  the  SEER.  These  data  indicate  that  the  raters 
and  indorsers  differed  significantly  in  their  ratings  only  at  the  E-7  pay 
grade  for  "Advancement  Potential."  All  other  rating  comparisons  lacked 
statistical  significance. 

Table  26  gives  the  intercorrelation  ranges  for  each  Job  Performance 
Trait  (on  the  field  trial  ERR)  with  the  other  traits.  These  datn  indicate 
that  considerable  intercorrelation  exists  among  the  various  traits.  Because 
of  computer  programming  problems  no  data  were  available  to  show  the  inter* 
correlation  of  the  three  major  rating  areas  (i.e.,  (1)  Job  Performance 
Traits,  (2)  Demonstrated  Overall  Performance  in  Present  Duty  Position,  and 
(3)  Advancement  Potential)  on  the  EER. 

Tables  27  through  29  present  the  intercorrelations  of  the  four  major 
rating  components  of  the  SEER  (l.e.,  Performance  Qualities,  Leadership 
Skills,  Mission  Accomplishment,  and  Advancement  Potential).  The  correlation 
Indices  run  from  .75  to  .91  which  indicate  a high  degree  of  Intercorrelation. 
Thus,  a strong,  positive  relationship  was  found  to  exist  among  all  of  these 
components. 

The  field  trial  SEER  form  (Appendix  C (1))  Included  a block  for  the  rater 
and  indorser  to  rank  order  the  three  best  Leadership  Skills  for  the  soldier 
being  rated.  Table  30  shows  how  the  raters  and  indorsers  rank  ordered  the 
three  best  Leadership  Skills  when  completing  the  field  trial  SEER  forms.  The 
rankings  are  shown  by  pay  grade  and  for  totals  of  all  ratings.  For  the  E6s, 
the  raters  rank  communications,  training,  and  relations  with  subordinates  as 
the  top  three  skills  possessed  by  the  rated  soldiers.  For  the  E7s,  the 
raters  rank  decision  ability,  training,  and  communications  as  the  top  three 
skills.  For  the  E8s  and  E9s,  decision  ability,  communications,  and 
counseling  are  ranked  as  the  top  three  skills.  Across  all  pay  grades, 
communications,  decision  ability,  and  training  were  ranked  as  the  top  three 
skills. 

Rater  and  Indorser  rating  scores  for  the  SEER  block  titled, "Perf  of 
Pers  Supervised"  (Part  II,  Block  B)  were  tabulated  by  MOS  codes.  No  attempt 
was  made  to  cumulate  these  ratings  for  Individual  raters  or  for  the  total 
ratings.  A review  of  the  summaries  by  MOS  code  indicates  a reluctance  for 
raters  or  indorsers  to  use  the  "Declining"  rating  scale  gradation.  The 
"Stable"  scale  gradation  was  used  most;  however,  the  "Improving"  scale 
gradation  drew  almost  as  many  ratings.  A considerable  number  of  raters  and 
Indorsers  chose  not  to  rate  this  particular  item.  This  agrees  with  the  reluctance 
to  use  this  type  of  item  as  expressed  in  the  questionnaire  and  general  comment 
returns. 

Of  the  total  number  (N  » 3290)  of  EER  and  SEER  forms  completed,  only  one 
"No"  response  was  checked  in  the  "Soldier  Fulfills  Responsibilities  Concerning 
the  Army's  Equal  Opportunity  Program"  block. 
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TABLE  25 


SUKL.-iRY  OF  STATISTICAL  Dll  FERENCES 


BETWEEN  RATER  AND  INDORSER  RATINGS  ON  THE  SEER 

TYPE  OF  SCORr 

STATISTICALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

DIFFERENCE  (.05  or  .0:} 

Overall  SEFR 

E6 

No 

E7 

No 

E8 

No 

E9 

No 

Total 

N\ 

Eacn  of  7 "Pur romance  Qualities" 
by  pay  grade 

None 

Each  of  7 "Leadership  Skills" 
by  pay  grade 

None 

"Mission  Accompli shmen  " by  pay 

graue 

None 

"Advancement  Potential" 

EC 

No 

E7 

75 

E8 

No 

E9 

No 
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TABLE  27 


INTERCORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  MAJOR  AREAS  ON  SEER 

RATER 


Performance 

Qualities 

Leadership 

Skills 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

Advancement 

Potential 

performance 

Qualities 

.91 

.79 

.75 

Leadership 

Skills 

.80 

.75 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

• 

00 

Advancement 

Potential 

TABLE  28 

INTERCORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  MAJOR  AREAS  ON  SEER 
INDORSER 


Performance 

Qualities 

Leadership 

Skills 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

Advancement 

Potential 

Performance 

Qualities 

00 

00 

• 

.80 

.76 

Leadership 

Skills 

.80 

.75 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

.89 

Advancement 

Potential 

TABLE  29 


INTERCORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  MAJOR  AREAS  ON  SEER 
COMBINED 


Performance 

Qualities 

Leadership 

Skills 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

Advancement 

Potential 

Performance 

Qualities 

.90 

.81 

.77 

Leadership 

Skills 

.81 

.76 

Mission 

Accomplishment 

.89 

Advancement 

Potential 
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TABLE  30 


DISCUSSION 


Nearly  all  Che  daCa  reflected  Che  need  Co  keep  Che  rating  forms  and  Che 
administrative  procedures  as  simple  as  possible.  This  caused  the  forms  to 
go  from  the  multiple-copy,  carbon-inserted,  field-trial  format  back  to  a 
one-page  format.  Some  reviewers  of  the  revised  one-page  format  still 
believed  that  the  form  was  "too  busy".  However,  to  obtain  such  improve- 
ments as  better  defined  and  more  objective  trait  descriptions,  an  open 
scoring  system,  more  discriminating  rating  scales,  addition  of  an  Indorser, 
and  a provision  for  mandatory  comments  when  scores  are  over  or  under  certain 
limits,  the  forms  had  to  be  expanded.  Naturally,  this  expansion,  as  compared 
with  the  present  Enlisted  Efficiency  Report  Form,  will  oe  considered  by  trany 
sc  Idlers  as  being  "busier."  On  the  other  hand,  a large  percentage  of  the 
experimental  users  and  reviewers  believed  that  both  of  the  ne^  forms  are  a 
definite  improvement  over  the  old  form. 

Inflation  of  ratings  i3  a perennial  problem  in  the  performance  rating 
of  enlisted  soldiers.  A large  number  of  the  individuals  who  were  engaged 
in  the  field  trial  and  those  who  reviewed  the  forms  and  collected  data 
believed  that  the  new  rating  procedures  will  not  eliminate  inflation.  There 
was  a general  belief,  however,  that  inflation  would  be  curbed  to  a degree 
but  that  the  true  adjustment  vill  be  evident  only  after  the  new  forms  have 
been  in  operational  use  for  a reasonable  period  of  time  (i.e.,  for  at  least 
six  months).  Inflation  is  an  attitude  or  "mental  set"  condition  inherent 
to  the  performance  rating  conditions  and  procedures.  Ho  evidence  or  data 
were  revealed  by  this  study  that  would  provide  a complete  solution  for  this 
problem. 

Comments  received,  and  the  summarized  scoring  data,  gave  some  indication 
of  overlapping  of  major  rating  areas  as  well  as  overlapping  of  traits  wi'iin 
major  rating  areas  where  multiple  traits  or  skills  were  concerned.  Whfc. . 
multiple  traits  or  skills  exist  in  a major  rating  area,  efforts  were  made  to 
make  the  traits  or  skills  as  independent  as  possible.  A factor  analysis 
study  done  under  normal  operational  conditions  very  likely  would  reflect  the 
variables  and  conditions  which  are  functioning  when  the  ratings  are  done  for 
"pay."  Even  then,  the  findings  will  need  to  be  tempered  because  of  the 
inflationary  conditions  which  are  likely  to  continue. 

Suggestions  were  made  during  the  field  trial  that  the  various  traits  or 
skills  being  rated  were  not  equally  important  and  should  be  differentially 
weighted.  Data  were  gathered  from  enlisted  soldiers  and  used  to  assign  weights 
(i.e.,  percent  of  total  125  score  points)  to  the  major  rating  areas  (i.e.,  on 
the  EER:  (l)  Duty  Performance  Traits,  (2)  Demonstrated  Overall  Performance 

of  Assigned  Duties,  and  (3)  Advancement  Potential;  on  the  SEER:  (1)  Perfor- 

mance Qualities,  (2)  Leadership  Skills,  (3)  Demonstrated  Overall  Performance, 
and  (4)  Advancement  Potential).  The  empirical  evidence  available  from  the 
analysis  of  the  rating  scores  did  not  reveal  any  large  differences  in  variance 
among  the  major  rating  areas  or  among  the  separate  traits  within  the  multiple- 
trait  rating  areas.  Even  if  there  had  been  any  significant  differences,  it 
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would  have  been  impractical  to  use  them  to  establish  differential  weights. 
Importance  of  traits  or  skills  vary  from  one  MOS  to  another.  Thus,  a 
different  weighting  scheme  would  need  to  be  established  for  every  MOS  or  at  least 
common-core  groups  of  MOS.  The  goal  was  to  develop  rating  forms  that  would  be 
applicable  to  any  MOS.  The  administration  manuals  provided  for  the  field 
trial  were  detailed  and  complete  enough  to  suffice  without  reference  to 
Chapter  8 of  AR  600-200.  These  manuals  contained  completed  sample  portions 
of  the  forms.  Many  comments  vere  received  concerning  the  thoroughness  of  the 
instructions  ar.i  the  appreciation  for  sample  entries  on  the  form.  On  the 
other  hand,  comments  were  received  the' 2 the  manuals  were  too  voluminous  and 
gave  much  more  Information  than  was  needed.  In  some  instances,  the  raters 
stated  that  they  did  not  take  the  time  to  read  the  instructions  and  went 
directly  to  completing  the  forms  - apparently  not  wanting  to  read  the 
voluminous  manual.  Analysis  of  these  reactions  resulted  in  a decision  to 
have  the  EER  and  SEER  administration  pamphlet  contain  only  the  basic  guide- 
lines needed  to  complete  the  forms  - a single  pamphlet  would  be  developed 
for  both  forms  and  would  contain  primarily  the  instruction  and  Information 
not  subject  to  frequent  changes.  The  more  changeable  material  would  be 
retained  in  Chapter  8 of  AR  600-200.  This  publication  is  under  file  or 
location  control  while  the  more  concise  pamphlets  would  be  distributed 
freely  to  users  of  the  two  forms  and  thus  would  be  more  difficult  to  replace 
when  changes  are  required. 

An  Indorser  was  added  to  the  rating  scheme  to  give  the  rated  soldier 
greater  assurance  that  he  was  getting  a "fair  rating"  and  to  have  an  additional 
observation  enter  into  the  rating  score.  The  role  of  the  reviover  in  the 
rating  scheme  prior  to  1 October  1975  did  not  serve  this  function.  A comparison 
of  the  rater  and  indorser  scores  indicates  that  on  the  EER  the  raters  nearly 
always  had  higher  mean  scores.  A statistically  significant  difference  occurred 
between  rater  and  indorser  scores  for  the  E5  and  E6  pay  grades.  However,  this 
very  likely  was  affected  by  the  much  larger  number  of  cases  (N)  for  the  E5  and 
E6  soldiers.  This  difference  may  be  caused  by  the  raters  giving  the  rated 
soldiers  more  of  the  "benefit  of  the  doubt"  (errors  of  leniency)  since  they 
must  counsel  the  soldiers  on  their  ratings.  Regardless  of  cause,  the  lower 
indorser  scores  can  help  to  temper  Inflation  of  ratings. 

On  the  SEER,  the  higher  scores  were  about  equally  divided  for  the  raters 
and  indorsers  on  the  various  parts  of  the  form  and  the  total  score.  The  only 
statistically  significant  difference  in  rating  wa3  for  pay  grade  E7  on  Advance- 
ment Potential.  Again,  this  pay  g .'ade  had  a substantially  larger  number  (N) 
of  rated  soldiers.  There  appears  to  be  more  agreement  between  raters  and 
indorsers  on  the  SEER  than  on  the  EER.  One  conjectural  reason  for  this 
occurrence  is  that  at  the  higher  pay  grades  the  indorsers  may  be  less  able  to 
observe  the  rated  soldiers  and,  therefore,  are  more  inclined  to  parrot  the 
rater' 8 rating. 
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The  field  trial  was  designed  to  determine  if  the  E6  soldiers  should  be 
rated  on  the  EER  or  on  the  SEER.  Approximately  150  soldiers  were  rated  on 
both  forms.  Preference  for  one  form  or  the  other  was  given  by  the  rated 
soldiers  as  well  as  by  the  raters  and  indorsers.  Overall,  a neerly  even 
split  was  given  for  preference  to  have  the  E6s  rated  on  one  or  the  other 
of  the  two  forms.  Other  considerations  such  as  Army-wide  promotion  procedures, 
the  basic  leadership  duties  engaged  in  by  E6s,  and  the  lower  rating  of  E6s 
on  the  SEER  than  on  the  EER,  were  used  to  make  the  decision  to  have  Efs  rated 
on  the  SEER,  Another  indicator  obtained  from  the  feedback  comments  was  that 
the  SEER  is  still  not  the  best  rating  form  to  use  for  Command  Sergeant  Majors 
(CSM).  Development  of  such  a form  sh  uld  be  given  consideration  by  the 
organization  which  works  on  the  next  generation  of  Enlisted  Evaluation  Report 
forms. 

Af  described  in  the  results  section  of  this  study,  many  sources  were  used 
to  determine  what  traits,  qualities,  and  skills  were  most  appropriate  to  use 
on  enlisted  evaluation  rating  forms  \esigned  to  be  applicable  across  all  MOS. 
The  basic,  narrative  definition  of  the  traits,  qualities,  and  skills  which 
went  into  the  primary  field  trial  forms  was  provided  mainly  by  the  research 
psychologists  doing  the  study.  Some  assistance  was  obtained  from  a sample  of 
soldiers  at  the  US  Army  Institute  of  Administration  (USAIA)  in  selecting  from 
alternate  definitions  of  the  traits,  qualities,  and  skills.  However,  when  the 
field  trial  data  were  analyzed,  there  wore  still  many  suggestions  made  con- 
cerning changes  to  the  type  o*  traits,  qualities,  and  skills  as  well  as  the 
wording.  Some  of  these  suggestions  appeared  to  be  mainly  semantic  in  nature. 
There  appeared  to  be  some  reluctance,  however,  at  this  stage  of  the  develop- 
ment to  want  to  make  changes  to  the  field  trial  forms.  A caution  for  future 
developers  of  enlisted  evaluation  forms  would  be  to  have  more  complete  and 
thorough  study  of  traits  aid  their  definitions  done  before  the  primary  field 
trial  forn>3  are  designed. 


REVISION 


After  analyzing  all  the  field  trial  data,  two  revised  fores  were  developed 
reflecting  changes  which  were  thought  to  be  practical  and  essential'  These 
forms  were  then  reviewed  by  an  ES  selection  board  at  ERG,  by  the  Army 
Administration  Center,  as  well  as  various  groups  who  were  briefed  in  ci>cnection 
1 with  the  approval  process.  The  ^oras  also  were  briefed  to  the  SGM  of  the  Atmy 

and  at  a SGM  conference  in  Washington, 

i In  December  1974-  a briefing  was  given  to  the  Amy  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 

j for  Personnel  (DCSPER)  on  the  recommended  final  rating  forms  and  their 

respective  instruction  pamphlets. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  OF  NEW  FORMS 


The  date  of  1 October  1975  was  established  as  the  implementation  time 
for  the  new  forms.  Army  Pamphlet  623-1  (Preparation  of  Enlisted  Evaluation 
Reports)  was  developed  and  Chapter  8,  Evaluation  Reports,  of  Army  Regulation 
600-200,  Enlisted  Personnel  Management  System,  was  revised  to  conform  with  the 
new  form'.. 

As  a part  of  the  implementation  of  the  new  forms,  the  organization  responsible 
for  developing  future  generations  of  the  enlisted  rating  form(s)  should 
establish  a systematic  data  collection  and  evaluation  followup  plan  which  will 
provide  pertinent  inforaatii'n  for  improving  the  next  generation  of  the  form(s)0 
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flNH  ANt  l*H 


ORGANIZATION  AND  STATION 


PI'RIODO!  Rl  POR ! 

HI  (.IN 
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DITY  POSITION  Mill 
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MONK  Ml  i)  PERIOD 
NO.  01  MON  1 1!'. 

RIASONICnl' 


AUTHPAYi.R 


PART  II  RATINGS 


PRIM  IX  SCRII'flON  01  DlTIfS 


mam 

m 


$0* 


INDORS!  R HAS  NO! 
OBSI  RVIT'  AM) CAN- 
NOT RATI  SOLDIER 


REPORT 

BASLDON- 


DAILY 

CONTACT 


I KLO  INI  REQ  RHI 

3BSN  QHSN  AR1 

■ «.  I 


\^RANhS  \SUPl  RIOR 
ftRIORMANCI  J® 

QUALITIES  ^RJ^\)ST 


L!  ADI  KMIlP 
SKIMS 


RANKS  \SUPLRIOR 
■\Wini  10 

'-•vVI  RY  \M0! 

m c-N 


I.  Anticipates  requirements  and 
actively  pursues  methods  of  R 

improving  duty  performance. 
(Initiative)  I 


2 Is  physically  fit.  as  nquircd.  R 
for  MOS/pade  during  combat 
(Physical  Condition)  I 


3 Takes  pride  in  high  standards  R 
of  drees,  grooming.  and  military 
manner.  < Military  Hearing)  I 


4 Behavior  on  and  off  duty  is  K 
in  accordance  with  highest  Army 
standards  (Persona)  Conduct)  I 


5 I*,  dependable  and  consc ic n R 

tious  in  fulfilling  obligations 
(Responsibility)  I 


I Is  oUa»  and  to  the  fx*mt  in 
convey  trig  information  and  in  R 

giving  directions 

(Communications)  I 


2 Promotes  personal  and  pro-  ^ 
icssmn  ••  glow  ill  of  subordinates 
through  personal  interest  m their 
problems  (Counseling!  ! 


3 Pro.idc's  effective  tnstiuction  g 
(fumal  or  informal)  to  improve 
the  p;‘  :«.ssional  competence  ot 
suhnfdi'Mlos  (Training!  1 


4.  Svlc*  Is  best  course  of  action  R 
after  •«  the  alternatives 

(I)eciM  *n  Ability)  1 


6.  Is  fa.r.  umpires  confidence,  r 

accepts  guidance,  and  has  earned 
respect.  tRcl.  Iionshipi  with  , 

Others)  * 


DI  MONSTRA  IT  D OVt  RALL  PER  I ORMANCT 


H 1 ADVA NCT  Ml  NT  POTI  NflAL  If  I had  the  authority  ,ind  rc  nonsibility 

to  ,lo  s \ 1 would  (Disrq 

:ird  time  in  grant  requucmcnis 

) 

Promote 

| Dens 

S 
C 
0 
R 
; I 

Promote 

Ahead  of 

Promote 

Not 

| Continued 

Immediately 

Peers 

With  Peers 

Promote 

Active  Duly 

Ranks  Huh 
Very  Best 


Exceeds  or  I 
Meets  Duty  l 
Requirements! 


Demonstrates 

Shortcomings 

Minor  j Major" 
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KM  I D SOLDIER'S  LAST  NAME  AND  SSN 


HART  II  CONTINUED 


(Aid  I It  DEVELOPMENT  (RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  SCHOOLING  AND  ASSIGNMENTS)  | RECOMMENDEOR- 

‘ CSM(E-8AE-9)  ISG(E-t) 

R0  R0 

I Q I D 


1 COMMENTS  AR1  MANDATORY  TO  JUSTIFY  RATINGS  IN  PART  11  AS  FOLLOWS: 

a BLOCK  E SCORE  DEI  OW  6 OR  OVER  24 . BLOCK  I SCORL  BELOW  5 OR  OVER  20 . BLOCK  G SCORE  BELOW  6 OR  OVER  36,  BE.OCK  II 
SCORE  BELOW  6 OR  OVER  14,  OR  BLOCK  D IE  SOLDIER  DOFS  NOT  SUPPORT  ARMY’S  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  PROGRAM. 

I)  INDORSER  WHO  CHECKS  BLOCK  II  B. 

2 REMARKS  01  111  RWISF.  OPTIONAL. 


PART  III  RATER  AUTHENTICATION 


ORGANIZATION  AND  DIG  Y ASSIGNMENT 

NAME  AND  GRADE 

m 

DATE 

1 

| 

SIGNATURE 

IPART  IV  INDORSER  AUTHENTICATION 

ORGANTZA  HON  AND  DUTY  ASSIGNMENT 

NAME  AND  GRADE 

a 

DATE 

a 

SIGNATURE 

PART  \ SOLDIER  AUTHENTICATION 


I IIA  Vi  SEEN  A COPY  OE  THIS  REPORT  COMPLETE  THROUGH  ACTION 
BY  TIIL  1ND0RSI  R I HAVE  BEEN  COUNSELED  CONCERNING  THE 
HI  PORI. 


NAME  AND  GRADE 


PART  VI  REVIEWER  AUTHENTICATION 


SOLDIER  WAS  RATH)  BY  CORRECT  RATER  AND  INDORSER  NO  I URTHER  ACTION  REQUIRED.  Q 
MY  REVIEW  RESULTS  IN  ACTION  INDICATED  BY  INC10SURF.S. □ 


NAME  AND  GRADE 


SIGNATURE 


PART  VII  MILPO  CERTIFICATION 


DA  1 1.  Rl  PORT  EN I ERF.I)  ON  DA  EM  2-1: 


OPY-  GIVEN  TO  SOLDIER  |]  I OR  WARDED  TO  SOLDIER 
SOI  DIEP.  0 CERTIFIED  MAIL  NO. 


MILPO  S1GNATUPE 
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Pamihlbt 
No.  02:1-1 


PERSONNEL  EVALUATION 

PREPARATION  OF  ENLISTED  EVALUATION  REPORTS 


HEADQUARTERS 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
Washington,  DC,  7 May  W7t 5 


1.  Purpose.  This  pamphlet  provides  instructions 
foi  completing  DA  Uornis  2100-  Enli-ted  Eval- 
uation Repoit  (EUR),  for  por.-onii'l  in  p.i\  grade 
E-5  and  below  and  “FUi-fiA  Si : ior  EnlMcd  Eval- 
uation Report  (SEEK).  101  pet  soniu- 1 ,u  pay 
grade  E-t>  and  above 

2.  Concept.  The  Armv  mu  ,t  maintain  an  efficient 
and  effective  system  of  personnel  evaluation.  The 
evaluation  repoit  of  major  significance  in 
achiov  iug  this  object  ive. 

Each  valuation  repoit  affects  i.o(  ,,nh  the 
soldier  evaluated  1 ut  al.-o  other  .-oldiers  and  tin* 
Aimy  as  a whole.  The  report  is  important  fot  the 
soldiers  own  career  objectives,  but  it  al.-o  impact •> 
upon  the  personnel  managen.cni  system  and  upon 
the  Army’s  abilit\  to  maintain  an  cnli.-ted  fence 
of  high  quality. 

In  order  to  in-ttre  fairness  in  the  rating  of  —,1- 
(liers.  no  one  facet  of  the  individual's  performance 
should  be  considered  as  the  prime,  factor  to  be 
evaluated.  No  single  instance  of  outstanding  or 
mediocre  performance  should  be  allowed  to  ovei- 
slindow  the  individual's  total  pet  forma  nee. 
Rather,  the  evaluation  'hotild  weigh  the  entile 
spectrum  of  tin*  soldier V performance  during  the 
luted  period. 

I f evaluation.-  are  to  he  valid,  it  is  necessary  that 
they  be  based  on  the  “whole  person"  concept.  The 
ei  nhmtion  mu-'l  address  all  pi  rtinent  areas  of  per- 
formance, potential,  and  character.  Those  include 
demonstrated  performance  of  duty,  personal  con- 
duct. physical  fitness,  appearance,  attitude,  and 
other  factors. 

A11  evaluation  report  which  is  rendered  care- 
fully and  fairly,  along  with  performance  on  ski li 
tests,  gives  a reliable  indication  of  the  soldier's 
competence  in  comparison  with  others  of  the.  same 
grade.  Such  evaluations  enhance  the  credibility  of 
the  evaluation  system,  and  allow  for  the  careful 
screening  of  the  enli=tcd  ranks  which  is  necessary 
to  maintain  high  military  professional  standards. 

3.  Responsibilities,  a.  The  Commanding  Officer 

’This  pamphlet  supersedes  DA  Pam  623-1, 1 October  1970. 


of  the  soldier  is  t< sponsible  for  designating  the 
rater  and  indorser.  The  rater  inu-.t  be  in  the  direct 
line  of  supervision  over  tin*  rated  soldier.  The  rater 
must  he  in  pay  guile  E-0  01  above  and  at  least 
one  pay  grade  higher  than  the  rated  soldier.  The 
indorser  also  must,  be  in  the  direct  line  of  super- 
vision am!  sri'ior  to  the  rater  in  either  pay  grade 
or  date  of  rank.  The  rev  lewer  must  be  a warrant 
or  commissioned  officer  in  direct  line  of  supervision 
and  senior  to  the  indorser.  If  Chilian  supervisors 
are  part  of  the  rating  scheme,  refer  t<>  chapter  8, 
A^t  600  -200  for  necessary  guidelines, 

(/.  The  Military  Personnel  Office  1*  is  responsible 
for  completing  Fail.  1 of  the  Evaluation  Report. 
'I he  Evaluation  Report  is  completed  in  turn  by 
the  rater,  the  indorser,  and  the  reviewer.  Except 
in  cases  where  the  rated  soldier  has  departed  for 
a peimane.nt  • hango  of  station,  the  indorser  ob- 
tains the  rated  soldier's  signature  in  Part  V prior 
to  forwarding  the  report  to  the  reviewer.  Aft«r 
th-*  reviewer  Inis  authenticated  the  report,  tho 
completed  Evaluation  Report  is  returned  to  the 
Military  Personnel  Officer.  The  Military  Person 
nel  Office!  reviews  the  repoit  for  accuracy,  outers 
the  jH'iiod  of  the.  report  on  the  soldier's  record,  and 
transmit  a copy  of  the  report  to  the  ruled  soldier. 
If  the  repoit  is  adverse,  the  MILPO  will  p.ovidc 
written  guidance  on  procedures  for  appeal  to  tho 
rated  soldier  with  the  soldiet's  copy  of  the  report. 
I.  General  Instructions  For  Preparing  Evalua- 
tion Reports.  «.  The  Evaluation  R>  port  i-> 
muchine-fcored  by  means  of  mark  sensing.  In  com- 
pleting the  mark  sensed  portion  of  the  fotm : 

1.  Use  a number  2 lead  pencil 

2.  Erase  completely  any  changes 
Do  not  mark  mil  side  box 

4.  Mark  ail  space  within  box 

5.  Make  pencil  marks  heavy 

6.  Do  not  fold,  tear  or  otherwise  mutilate  the 
form. 

b.  Part  I and  VII  of  tho  report  will  be 
completed  by  the  Military  Personnel  Officer 
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(MILPO).  Parts  II,  III,  IV  and  V will  be  com- 
pleted by  the  rater  and  indorser.  Part  VI  will  be 
completed  by  the  rovicwer  except  when  the  rater 
or  indorse!  is  a General  Officer  or  officer  of  flag 
rank  and  no  reviewer  is  required. 

5.  Instructions  For  Completing  Part  II  of 
EER : Raters  and  Indorsers.  (MILPO  will  have 
completed  Pact  I.) 

A.  Check  Part  I carefully  for  possible  dis- 
crepancies and  proceed  with  Part  II. 

B.  Block  A. 

The  rater  will  enter  actual  duties  performed 
by  the  rated  soldier  including  additional  duties. 

C.  Block  B. 

If  the  indorser  cannot  give  an  accurate  and 
reliable  rating  to  the  individual,  Block  B should 
be  checked  and  explained  in  Block  J.  In  this  case 
no  other  portions  of  Part  II  will  be  completed  by 
tho  indorser. 

D.  Block  C. 

Two  selections  are  possible.  Check  the  ap- 
propriate box  to  indicate  frequency  of  contact, 
and,  if  applicable,  also  check  “reports  and  records." 

E.  Block  D. 

Mark  the  ‘'yes”  or  “no”  block  as  appro- 
priate. A “no”  response  here  requires  explanation 
in  Block  J. 

F.  Block  E.  Duty  Performance  Trcits. 

Rate  the  individual  carefully  on  each  of  the 

ten  duty  performance  traits  by  marking  the  ap- 
propriate box  for  each  trait.  Mark  ratings  in  soft 
pencil  on  the  basis  of  the  given  rating  scale.  Enter 
the  score  for  each  trait  in  bla-k  ink  in  the  score 
box  at  the  right-hand  column.  Total  these  scores 
and  enter  in  the  totals  box  at  the  bottom  of  the 
right-hand  column,  and  in  the  appropriate  loca- 
tion in  Block  H.  The  same  marking  procedure  will 
be  used  for  Blocks  F and  G,  using  the  appropriate 
boxes  in  Block  H.  If  the  score  for  Block  E exceeds 
■10  or  is  less  thnn  10,  justify  in  Block  J. 

G.  Block  F.  Demonstrated  Overall  Perform- 
ance of  Assigned  Duties. 

It  is  in  this  section  that  the  rated  soldier's 
strengths  and  weakness? • car  be  considered  using 
the  yardstick  of  overall  performance.  If  score  ex- 
ec ds  42  or  is  below  6,  justify  in  Block  J. 

H.  Block  G.  Advancement  Potential. 

Rate  the  soldier  on  ability  to  perform  in 
the  next  higher  grade  by  considering  the  soldier’s 

TM  39 


total  capacity  in  comparison  with  other  individ- 
uals of  tic  same  grade  and  length  of  service.  If 
score  exceeds  22  or  is  below  10,  justify  in  Block  J. 

I.  Block  //.  Scores. 

The  rater  and  indorser  enter  the  scores 
from  the  appropriate  boxes  from  Blocks  K,  F, 
and  G and  total  them  The  indorser  then  adds  the 
two  snbscores  (sum  of  scores).  The  total  score  can- 
not exceed  250  points.  Dividing  this  total  by  two. 
tho  indorser  will  enter  the  result  as  the  report 
score.  The  result  will  be  a whole  number  or  a 
whole  number  and  a decimal  (c.g.  117,  117.5).  If 
onlj  a rater  is  involved,  the  rater's  total  will  be 
entered  ns  the  report  score. 

J.  Block  /.  Career  Development. 

Recommendations  for  logical  career  devel- 
opment, such  as  advanced  schooling  and  special 
assignments  arc  appropriate  here. 

K.  Block Comments. 

This  block  is  provided  for  comments  bv  the 
rater  and  indorser.  Scores  requiring  mandatory 
comments  are  listed  in  the  heading  >f  this  block. 
Comments  may  be  mace  in  this  block  regardless 
of  scores.  Comments  must  be  either  ty  ped  or  neatly 
printed  in  black  ink. 

6.  Instructions  for  Completing  Part  II  of 
SEER:  Raters  and  Indorsers.  (MILPO  will 
have  completed  Part  I.) 

A.  Check  Part  I carefully  for  possible  dis- 
crepancies and  proceed  with  Part  II. 

B.  Block  A. 

The  rater  will  enter  actual  duties  performed 
by  the  rated  soldier  including  additional  duties. 

C.  BlockB. 

If  the  indorser  cannot,  give  an  accurate  and 
reliable  rating  for  the  individual,  Block  B should 
Le  checked  and  explained  in  Block  K.  In  this  case 
no  other  portions  of  Part  II  will  be  completed  by 
tho  indoreer. 

D.  Block  C. 

Two  selections  are  possible.  Check  the  ap- 
propriate box  to  indicate  frequency  of  contact, 
and,  if  applicable,  also  check  “reports  and  records”. 

E.  Block  D. 

Mark  the  “yes”  oi  “no”  block  as  appropri- 
ate. A “no”  response  here  requires  explanation  in 
Block  K. 
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1'.  Mock  Inform  t.Umiiii.-. 

K,a;v  the  indii  idual  rim-lully  .->n  e.'vii  of  tin 
MV  pcrfoimaiec  qualities  i ' mauling  ill'-  ;i {>!'■ 

I >: i.sto  box  for  oath  qitalitv.  Marie  iiiiuu1-  mi  - ott 
i'  i.ril  on  tlv  i tSis  (M  the  pn-ii  i at  ng  scale.  Enter 
the  score  foi  neb  qn  slit y in  black  mi:  i:.  tin*  s «>: »• 
box  at  tin  '-ignt  band  lohotin.  T< : J tl.  so  :*i>  >- 
; :•«!  enter  n tin.’  totals  box  at  !!:e  l-uPum  <>!'  tin 
: i;  n! -huud  lobiini.  iud  in  'be  appi  ipiiate  !'•'•:(- 
ti  n in  HI  >d{  i.  Toe  same  marking  re  ni'ici’  will 
U used  for  blocks  K <>,  and  1 1 . using  t'm  appro- 
p. nae  boxes,  in  Block  l.  If  1 1 -.cm ■■  f«  i iU.uk  K 
i xiocttH  :il  u is  ics,-  'nan  iu-ii:v  in  B!>»  K i\. 

(i.  Mock  b\  laadeivlun  Skip  . 

Tlv* ,e  -kill-  ere  critical  to  tl  ■ -enmr  n- 
h-ied  soldier.  The  soldier’s  performance  a-  a 
lead,  r doj>,  ml-  on  mastering  them.  If  tin*  '••■<ur 
exu-ed',  no  o*'  is  I. -low  5.  justify  in  IV  <-k  K. 

H.  Ji/  M ,r.  Demonstrated  ( '■  'nul  l'm- 
fm-ms  nee. 

v rating  t’nim  can  iiuelv  <n  all  <•:’  lie- 
attributes  am]  ;r  "t  requiicd  for  a <•  'nptew*  »•> 
nation.  ft  in  flu  - section  that  yen  .an  .on  ’de- 
alt of  tin*  reti  d ..'  tit  er’s  Mn-ngths  atm  v.iakne-.--'  . 
using  (he  yardstick  of  overall  perf-ui.iiUi.'e.  If 
-core  exceed-  8t$  or  is  below  ti.  jiv-Mfx  in  Bloc1:  K. 

I.  Block  II.  Adiana'iiunt  Potential. 

Rato  the  soldier  oil  ability  to  perform  . 

tie*  next  higher  guide  by  considering  total  cu- 
paciti  .n  comparison  will'  oth<-r  individuals  oi 
th  - smie  guide  and  length  <d  -eni<-“.  If  score  e.x 
cc. ds  If  or  i-s  below  (>,  justify  in  BI-h-I:  K. 

.1  Bh>  /:  . . Scores. 

The  intei  and  indor-er  entei  -con.- 
from  the  api)i-',.i  -.ate  bn\e.-  from  Bio  i:s  K.  F.  (>. 
ai.d  Jl  and  total  them.  The  indorsci  then  add.- 
the  i-vo  -,.ib-si ores  (sum  of  scores).  This  total 
-i  ore  < .uincit  exceed  250  points.  Dividin'.'  thi-  total 
by  two  the  indor.-er  enter.-  the  result  a the  repoit 
score  Tin-  resell  will  be  a whole  n mber  or  a 
wliolt  number  i \ a decimal  (e.g..  1 1 .'.  117.5).  If 
only  a rater  is  nvolved  tin*  rater’s  t mil  will  be 
•he  repoi t score. 

K.  Mock  -1.  Career  Development. 

Reeommendntion  for'ogicnl  cure.  rde\  -lop- 
icmt,  um-.h  as  advanced  schooling  a*'d  special 
alignments  a e appropriate  here.  If  ihe.  soldier 
lr  - the  potential  to  be  a First  Sergeam  or  Com- 
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mend 'm  igi i.ni  Majm . check  th  ' appr  >ui  i.  t>  b'o'-l- 
.-<1  ding  to  grade. 

H.  iVt.cl  K.  Comni'mi.-. 

Tl..,hloik  i - provided  lor  < mnii.ei.is  ! v tic 
..iUM-  ami  indorsei.  -k-i.-vx  i-mju.---  eg  man't'dory 
i o lion  nt  a-e  ! * -ted  in  the  headm  ' -o'  tic  block. 
Co  i'.ii.ein-  may  be  made  m Hie.  i'1  . k re  raid!.  -' 

. f he  '-'•ore.  ( ‘ >nn  cnis  mu.-!  :>•  t;.  pen’  or 

>i(  cib  printed. 

7.  Instructions  Foj  Completing  thut.-i  HI.  IV. 
V.  VI,  and  VII  of  EER  and  SFEIi. 

I . Prr/torihp  Parti  HI  nu7  !Y.  fRufo’s  and 
I >d..  . is).  Tic  inter  and  indor-  i will  cuiiplole 
t'i.ilx  III  and  IV  respectively.  These  en  :rs.  ex- 
c-pf  t >i  signature,  mu-t  be  tvped  or  pri  ited  in 
bbn.!.  >nic.  I*se,  bhiek  ink  f »r  signatures. 

ll.  ( 'oKMclin'l. 

1.  After  signing  ihe  leport,  the  n lor  will 
ilis.cu-s  tl;o  report  with  the  rated  .v -Idler  and  conn 
so!  t be  soldier.  After  eounseliiig.  the  rater  vill  for- 
waid  the  report  lotlie  indorse 

2 To  !»•  inly  eifecti"i'.  perform;) mu1  coun- 
seling must  not  be  limited  to  this  oeca-ion,  but 
-lnmld  oi-cur  vluc.cver  guidance  is  appropriate. 
Performance,  counseling  or  “coaching”  s-.irts  on 
the  d.  y the  soluier  reports  for  duty  and  < uitimics 
thiough  the  soldiei  s entire  assignment,  ronstm- 
ti\-c  counseling  must  be  adapted  to  tlie  varying 
ciivainslaiices  or  specific  situations.  It  must  be 
executed  carefully  and  conscientiously.  Counseling 
mu-t  be  designed  to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
submdinntes  in  the  perf  nan :< nee  of  specifi  • duties 

(’.  Outaming  Rated  So’nier'n  Rian,  tvre  i>> 
Pm 7 f (/ ndor.wr ). 

1.  The  indorsor  L responsible  for  obtaining 
i lie  rated  soldier’s  signature  in  Part  V.  >rior  to 
I'm  winding  the  report  to  the  reviewer.  However, 
if  i lie  soldier  has  departed  for  a permanent  change 
of  station  without  seeing  and  signing  the  evalua- 
tion repoit,  the  indorser  will  note  this  fact  in  Part 
V.  mid  forward  the  report  to  the  reviewer  without 
the  rated  soldkr> signature. 

2.  Prioi  <■>  obtaining  th  - rated  soldier’s  sig- 
nnlui.-  on  the  i valuation  form,  the.  indoiscr  will 
'•only  that  the  rater  has  counseled  the  soldier  re- 
garding flic  Evaluation  Report. 

A The  indorser  will  further  counsel  the 
< >klie  . 

5.  If  tli  • report  is  adverse,  the  indoiscr  will 
,i,l\  :se  (lie  soldier  of  the  nature  of  the  report  and 
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infon.:  the  soldier  < lull  the  MILPO  will  provide 
<•  for  submission  of  appeals. 

I).  Preparing  Pari  VI  (Reciewer). 
i.  The  designated  reviewer  will  complete 


Block.- 

typing. 


\.  U.  C,  l).  and  E.  using  black  ink  or 


responsible  for  assuring 


i a ter  and  indorser 


! the  form. 


Tin-  re.pmed  justification  for  low  or 
In «z>i  ratings  has  been  made,  addresses  pertinent 
areas,  and  appears  reasonable. 

r.  Any  negative  entry  for  the  Equal  Op- 
portunity block  is  adequately  documented. 

K.  Preparing  Part  VII  (PILPO). 

MILPO  will  complete  f 'docks  A,  B,  0 and 
D (-fix  i'os;ticn  alpha  numeric  unit  identification 
• ode  of  MILPO  will  lx>  entered  in  Block  D). 
c General  Instructions  on  Adverse  and  Special 
Reports  (EUR  and  SEER). 

A.  Adverse  Reports. 

2.  Definition. 

An  Evaluation  Report  N adverse  when: 
a.  The  rating  scores  awarded  in  Part  II, 
by  eitla  r rater  or  indorser,  are  so  low  as  to  require 
written  justification. 

7>.  Part  IT,  flock  P.  shows  a negative, 
entry  f“i  'be  Equal  Oppot 'unity  Program. 

2.  Handling  of  Adverse  Reports. 

a.  If  a report  is  adverse,  according  to  the. 
above  definition,  (lie  indorser  will  advise  the  rated 
soldier  of  the  nature  of  the  report  and  inform  the 
soldier  I hat  MILPO  will  prov'dc  assistance  for 
s"binisP'on  of  appeal. 

h.  Upon  receipt  of  an  adverse  report,  the 
rev  sower  will : 

(1)  Inquire  ns  to  anv  unusual  circum- 
stances -urrounding  submission  of  the  report. 

12)  Refer  the  icpori  to  the  rater  and/ 
or  hxm.-er  for  further  com  mi  it  or  clarification 
as  appropriate. 

<?.  After  authenticatin'  an  adverse  re- 
port, the  reviewer  will  forward  to  MILPO. 

B.  Special  Report. 

S -ecial  reports  may  ho  prepared  when  a 
s tidier"?  performance  of  duty  is,  in  the  rater's 
opinion,  so  outstanding  or  deficient  that  it  wnr- 
■ ait's  submission  of  a vepon  piior  to  the  annual 
e:  >it.  • 'uller  detail-.  --ee  AR  000-200. 
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9.  Adminb  trative  P, messing  of  Reports  by  the 
Military  Pe  rsonnel  Officer  (EER  and  SEER). 

A.  The  Military  Personnel  Officer  (MILPO) 
inmates  the  initial  and  annual  Evaluation  Report 
by  completing  Part  I and  entering  the  so’dier’s 
last  name  and  social  security  number  on  flic  top 
line  of  Page  2.  ( "hange  of  rater  Evaluation  Repoi  ts 
<(’.R)  will  be  initiated  primarily  by  the.  raters: 
however,  tley  may  be  initiated  by  the.  MILPO 
A special  Evaluation  Report  (SP)  is  always 
initiated  by  the  rater.  A report  initiated  by  the 
rater  will  be  coordinated  with  the  MILPO  for 
completion  of  Part  I prior  to  completing  subse- 
quent parts  of  the  form.  When  completing  the  non- 
rat ed  period  block  of  Part  I,  a '-ared  mo  ith  is 
defined  as  any  month  in  which  the  rater  supervised 
the  s.oldim  Ifi  or  moie  calendai  days.  Otherwise 
the  lnoiiih  will  b<*  counted  ns  non-ratod  with  hie 
rrn«<m  for  non-rating  recorded  on  tlm  "Re.t-.m 
Codes”  lii.<»  in  the  appiopriatc  <■<  h>  as  ,-hov.n  in 
(able  !. 

B.  The  MILPO  will  forward  the  forms 
through  the,  commander  to  the  rater.  The  form  is 
completed  in  turn  by  the  rater,  indorser,  and  re- 
viewer. The  reviewer  returns  the  completed 
Evaluation  Report  to  the  MILPO,  who  reviews 
the  report  for  accuracy.  The  MILPO  enters  the 
dat<  of  the  report  on  DA  Form  2-1,  reproduces  the 
i\  port  and  provides  a copy  to  the  rated  soldier. 
The  report  is  transmit  red  to  the  rated  soldier  as 
follows: 

1.  Reports  which  are  not  adverse  and  have 
been  signed  by  the  soldier,  may  lx?  forwarded 
through  the  distribution  center  in  a sealed  en- 
velope. given  to  the  soldier,  or  sent  by  first-class 
mail. 

2.  Reports  which  are  not  adverse  but  have 
not  been  signed  by  the  soldier,  will  be  sent  to  the 
soldier  by  first -class  mail. 

.‘5.  Reports  which  are  adverse,  and  have 
been  signed  by  the  rated  soldier  may  be  given 
to  the  soldier  personally  or  forwarded  through 
the  distribution  center  in  a sealed  envelope. 

4.  Adverse  reports  which  must  be  mailed 
will,  in  all  cases,  be  sent  by  certified  mail. 

C.  The  MILPO  will  send  the  original  report 
to  USAEEC.  Detailed  MILPO  responsibilities 
are  specified  in  chapter  8,  AR  600-200. 
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Table  1.  Codes  for  Non-Rated  Periods 

Code  Definition 

A AWOL/Desertion. 

B Break  in  active  service  (must  be  12  months  or  less.  If  more  than 


12  months,  begin  date  of  lire  EER  will  be  month  soldier 
returned  to  active  duty.  Inclusive  dates  of  break  in  service  will 
he  added  to  the  non-rnted  period  block  on  the  EER/SEER. 


C - Confinement  in  a military  or  civilian  detention  facility;  assigned 

to  Military  Personnel  Control  Facility;  or,  assigned  to  Correc- 
tional Training  Facility. 

I Tntransit  between  duty  -tation.s  including  leave,  travel  and  TDY. 

M Missing  in  Action. 

P Patient  (includes  convalescent  leave). 

Q Lack  of  Rater  Qualification  (60  days  for  El-1  thru  E-5)  or  (90 

days  for  El-6  thru  El-9). 

R Recruiter  Intern. 

S Student  at  a military  civilian  school. 

T TDY  or  Special  Duty  (SD)  other  than  as  a student.  If  TDY  or 


SD  will  exceed  60  calendar  days  for  El-6  and  below  or  90 
calendar  days  ‘or  E-0  thru  El-9  soidiers,  then  a Change  of  Rater 
report  is  required  upon  departure  to  the  TDY  or  SD  unit  and 
by'  the  TDY  or  SD  unit  upon  return  to  parent  unit. 


W Prisoner  of  War. 

Z None  of  the  above.  Lett<u-  of  explanation  attached. 
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The  proponent  agency  of  this  pamphlet  is  the  US  Army  Military  Personnel 
Center.  Users  are  invited  to  send  comments  and  suggested  improvements 
on  DA  Form  2028  {Recommended  Changes  to  Publications  and  Blank 
Forms)  direct  to  HQDA  (DAPC-EPP-E)  Alexandria,  VA  22331 . 

Hy  Order  of  the  Secrelnry  of  the  Army : 


Oflicial : 

VERNE  L.  BOWERS 
Major  General.  United-  States  Army 
The  Ad  jut  u >■*  General 

DISTRIBUTION: 

Active  Army.  AUNG , US  Alt : To  be  distributed  in  accordance  with  two  (2)  times  I)A  Form 
12-9A  requirements  for  DA  Pamphlets.  Personnel  Efficiency  Ratings — A (Qty  Rqr  Block  No.  426). 


FRED  C.  WEYAND 
General.  United  States  Army 
Chief  of  Staff 
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